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SUMMARY

Objective

The objective of this research was to compare the performance. job relevant attitudes. and types of
problems experienced by men and women in Titan Il operations training and in operational missile
squadrons.

Background

The Manpower and Personnel Research Division. Air Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL).
initiated this research at the request of the \ir Force Manpower and Personnel Center (AFMPC).
Randolph AFB. TX. The research was begun concurrently with the introduction of the first women to the
Titan Il Launch career fields. Interviews were conducted. surveys disseminated. and performance data
collected from Titan Il training and operational squadrons as part of a cooperative effort between AFHRL.
the Palace Missile Assignments Section of AFMPC. the Strategic Air Command. and the Air Training
Command.

Approach

The subjects of this research were the first women assigned to Titan 1l Launch Operations career
fields (N=21) and their male peers and supervisors (N=109). Four types of comparative data were
collected. Surveys designed to capture the attitudes of students towards training were administered during
each stage of missile operations training. Alse from training. academic and simulator training
performance scores were obtained. After the women had been in their operational squadrons for
approximately 5 months. surveys designed 1o collect assessments of abilities. performance. and attitudes
toward work were administered to the women. their male peers. and their supervisors. Finally. initial
operational squadron upgrade scores were obtained for the women crew members and their male peers.

Specifics

With only one exception. no significant differences were found between men and women during
training for the Titan Il career field. The one exception was that men rated their instructors significantly
higher on “instructor efficiency™” than did the women. Other perceptions of the training environment and
attitudes ahout training were not found to differ between men and women. Additionally. academic and
simulator training performance measures were found to be similar for both sexes and above the training
requirements.

Data collected from the operational Titan Il squadrons showed that men and women were in
agreement concerning their perceptions of the missile squadron environment and their attitudes toward
the missile career field and the Air Force. Also. in-unit upgrade evaluation scores indicated no significant
differences between men and women and no difficulties in performing the job. On the job. the men and
women crew members were found to differ in only one aspect. their estimate of the number of women that
could be assigned to a four member crew and still have that crew handle all the physical requirements of
the job. While 70% of the women erew members thought that all four members on the crew could be
women, it appears that a large group of the men felt that assigning more than two women 10 a four
member crew would decrease that crew’s capability to handle the physical requirements. Responses on the
supervisor survey also indicated that the supervisors had some concern about this issue. These results
pointed to a need 1o examine the physical requirements of these AFSC’s and such an evaluation is in
progress.

Other results from the supervisor survey indicated no other areas of substantial concern. and

supervisors rated men and women equally with respect to training and overall performance.

Qs




Conclusions

Comparative data gathered from the women and men in Titan Il training and operational missile
squadrons. from their supervisors, and their unit upgrade performance records indicate that there are few
differences between men and women in the Titan [l Launch career fields. Overall. it appears that women
have been successfully introduced into Titan 11 operations and have become successful and effective

s missile crew members.
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PREFACE

This research was requested 25 May 1978 by the Air Force Manpower and Personnel Center
(AFMPC() as a portion of an evaluation of female personnel utilization in pilot. navigator. and
missile launch career fields (RPR 78-09). The Personnel Research Division. which has now become
the Manpower and Personnel Division of the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory. was
responsible for the analyses. recommendations. and conclusions made in this report.

The authors wish to express their appreciation to Captain Barry Shade and
Major Dan Flournoy. AFMPC PALACE Missile. for their extensive interview notes and their
invaluable cooperation and expertise. Also. the authors are grateful to those Titan II personnel who
BRRW. took time to respond to the many surveys. especially those personnel assigned to the missile wings at
Davis-Monthan. Little Rock. and McConnell Air Force Bases.
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INTRODUCTION OF WOMEN INTO TITAN 11 MISSILE OPERATIONS

L INTRODUCTION

During the 1970%. the Air Force decided to open to women many occupational fields that had been
traditionally staffed only by men. (For a background and literature review of how women in the military
are being integrated into traditional “male™ occupations see Utilization of Women in Industrial Career
Fields, by Polit. Nuttall. & King. 1979.) On 23 September 1977. the Air Force Chief of Staff directed that
Air Force Specialty Codes (AFSCs) 1821F, 1823, and 1825 for officers and 316X0F and 541X0E for
enlisted personnel be opened to women. Personnel in these fields are responsible for the maintenance and
launch operations of the Titan I intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) fleet.

The Air Force Manpower and Personnel Center (AFMPC) at Randolph AFB, requested that the Air
Force Human Resources Laboratory (AFHRL) undertake a research program to assess the introduction
and utilization of women into these AFSCs. This program would track and evaluate the performance of
women during the initial phases of their being introduced into these fields. The performance of women.
both in training and in the operational missile squadrons was to be monitored to determine if they
encountered different problems than did men while conducting Titan Il operations. To accomplish these
objectives. a research plan was developed (a) to survey male and female Titan II students in each stage of
training, (b) to obtain training performance scores on these students. (c) to survey these people and their
supervisors after they were assigned to their operational units. and (d) to obtain initial unit performance
scores for these women and their male peers.

1. METHOD
Subjects

The subjects of this research were (a) the first women assigned to Titan II training and operational
units and (b) their male co-students and peers. The number of women tested (n = 12 to 21) varied
somewhat throughoeut the study due to the availability of the women. as affected by Air Force personnel
assignment policies. and attrition. The number of men tested (n = 43 to 109) also varied due to the
number available in the training class and the type of data being collected.

Data Collection

Data were obtained on Air Force personnel from both training and assigned units, including the first
group of women ever to enter Titan Il operations. The introductory technical training was done at
Sheppard AFB. and the combat crew training was done at Vandenberg AFB. The Technical Training
Student Survey (Figure 1) and the Missile Crew Member Survey (Appendix B) were administered to all of
the women officers and enlisted personnel. as well as to their male peers in these classes. The Technical
Training Student Survey was developed to assess student attitudes in the following areas: (a) expectancies
about the technical training experience, (b) importance of those expectancies, (c) instructor competence.
(d) instructor-student relations, (e) perception of fellow students. (f) degree of organizational control. (g)
degree of stress in the training environment. (h) quality of training materials, (i) perception of the
physical setting. (j) satisfaction with the training experience. and (k) overall career choice (Kantor, Vitola.
& Guinn. 1977).

The Missile Crew Member Survey was developed specifically for this study to assess the unique
attitudes and problems associated with Titan Il training. It contains many questions specific to Titan 11
training and duties. as well as items that measure relevant attitudes toward mental and physical abilities.
motivation. patience. and atlentiveness,
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f - e A e GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: > ¢ sosservcesl ] i
N -— BOPAPEPEPD 1. The it;:.- com:n:d :n this form sre designed to measure student | ., 2 COPOPPOOPD)
attitu towar ir Force tachnical traini - —
-— Z [P ICRP) 2. The form is intended to give you the opponntnity to help <9 CoB®
- a (el dc I dde Jete Joy 3 :morvu student treining, (=] [elelololelelolelolelel
1 is very important that your snswers reflsct your true fesli o
—_ - POAAIPICBP) Thisisnotlunmdvou.omlroquirodtowlyouvmon: >3 iszzg;ggk‘?“
-— (il e Jo T Tte Te 4 . :lﬁ'onn.ml for Sc3CTISCn 8
. Please carstully follow the instructions st the beginning of
-_ POOAPEBOBD each of the four main sections of this farm.
— &> POBADRREOD
- - SECTION I: !
L}
.~ -— 1. Below are statements describing rewards 8 student might receive if he performs well in technics! training.
, . - - .
. - 2. Beside sach statament are twO eparste rating scales.
R) -
! - [}
. - On Scate 1 indicate how likely it is for you to receive the reward it you perform well in treining.
b -—
o8 -— On Scale 2 indicate how important the rewsrd is to you. Consider only its importance, not bow likely or unlikely you ere to 3
Y : - receive the rewerd. )
* -
. - 3. Notice that sach scale has five circles. The words sbove the scales describe the mesning of the circles at the ends of each scale. The
e;: - three circles in the middie of sach scale represent feelings between those described st the scale ends. You might want to think of
¥ - sach scale as simitar to 8 thermometer lying on its tide.
? -
{ -— 4. Answer sach item by derkening one circle on sech scale to indi how you feel sbout the stetement. Read sach statement carefully
. - and take 8ll the time you need.
: -—
-— SCALE 1: SCALE 2:
s — IF YOU HOW IMPORTANT
- PERFORM WELL TO YOU
L2
- Very Very Not Very
Unliket i mportan mportant
-— 1. Incressed job security sfier graduating from " v m w Likely [ 1 t m w'
- technicsl schoot . . . . .. Cereee e CL’ ? ? |? SD CI) CP CP q) ' SD
—-— . wm wm
- 2 Fosterpromotion . . . . . c.oovecccan. [ e ] g <,: O 9 ? ? ? ?, OO
" - 3. Grester chance 10 perticipate in important de- v m L -
- cisions sfter gradusting from technical school O e SR cner (e} (@] o [ | [ '£ [ camn ]
— 4. More challenging duty igr ofter L 1 lm = 1 4 L 1 1 ‘m w.._j
2_ gradusting from technicsi schoot . . . ... .. (l: [ e T e TN s ? (] CP C.D G‘> .E
% — 5. More job responsibitities sfter gradusting from L A e -L L e
i- technicalschool . . . ..o . . e 0o 9O 9000 Ol o O o c‘n?
& Grester chance of being skilled snd -+ + _w mw
Q_ inyourcereerfield . ... ............ (LD D (.: $ ' JD CID C:_') (lD (l: ..9
; - 7. Incressed chance of gatting s good civilian —4 mw pvs
_2__ job sfter Aiw Forceservics . . . ... ...... ? 9 ] ? ? (J: CP CL:’ ? .@ [ ]
g -— 8. Grester chance 1 be sssigned to your bass prv
c o @ OfChOICE . . . . . i v eee i ? ?”(1: ? JD Cl) cl: ?# L)
g - I 9. Incressed off-duty privileges (for ok wm - o —d
€ en wmmumnmauu.....? g ,@ ? 9 ? CP .cp. ? S_D
g - 10. G freedom in deciding how % o w e
a .
; -— EP sccomptish clos work . . . ... ...... .. (l: oo o 00 oo ? =1 (1: ? 3
: - 11. tncreesed chance of being sdmired and 1 A ~ P ¥
- .
2 = respected by fellowstudents . . . ... ..... c.) g c;). c;_) ? q;) c‘: ‘@. ? 9 4
£
f : o« ATC Form 1631, Jun 74 GO TO THE NEXT PAGE
e
Men's mean score indicated by m: women’s mean score indicated by w. ‘
&
t
Figure 1. Technical training student survey®. ‘,
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SECTION I: SCALE 1: SCALE 2: ' -
IF YOU HOW IMPORTANT -
PERFORM WELL TO YOU - -
Very Very Not =
Unlikely Likely | important cmv" t -
12. Instructors pay more attention to your wm wm - -
idessandsugpestions . . . . ... e .. [} o o, O o oo o e I o -
13, incresssd sducetional growth and L A L m; ] L . n 1 — 2 -—
-—
development . . . .. ...ttt o [ ] D o o o o o O E»
[ 1 J L 1 1 -
- 14, Greatar chance to help other students learn - — 1 J
’ -—
. thesubject matter . . .. ............. o o o) & olo o o ‘:"?CD ) -
- 15. Greater chance 1o do bettar on tasts snd L 1 1 im 4 L 1 I 1 1 -
< ' p -
™l receivebetwer gracies. . . . . . ... ... e CD [ e [ o o o [ ) é oo @&
N 16. Rece? wli , gnition and praise L A1 1 i ] L 1 1 e | -
N wm w m -
1 frominstructons . . . .. .. i o0t [ | [ ] [ ) " [ ] o o o ? D CP -
! 17. Fewer “Mickey Mouse™ dutiss in the L — 1 I E— —_ — 1
. -
: SQUBrON . . . . ...ttt t it et [ ) [ e TUPN cos ) o fans ) [ o , D
18. Fower “Mickey Mouss™ smsfgnments in 1 — 1 1 — [l 1 I 1 l -
m -—
. ClamB . . ...ttt et it e i e e o [ ' 'D o [ = o [ O?{ o o - -
* 19. Feeling of self-respect snd sense of L A, 1 1 — 3 0 1 1 1 — 3 -
o < sccomplishment . . . .. ..o v v tneeson o [am [ D" o [ e} [ o . o —
T 20. Incressed oppOrtunity 10 use your L 1 1 — v 1 [ 1 1 1 - ] =
! obilitial . . .. ...ttt it o [ ) [ B e [ [ [ oo o OO —
z 21. Recsive more challenging ciess L 1 n{ = 1 — — 1 1 mw' J -
; SEIGNTONTE, . . . .t e et s e e e [ o ] (=] oy O oo [ ] o o, O o —
? 22. Grester oppartunity 1o study subject mat- L —1 me . - — 1 - 1 J -
¢ tor of specisl intsrest W yoU . . ... ... ... [aw) (e —, o o oo oo [ —) H [ -
23. Incrsased chancs of completing weining v ﬁ > L 1 -] — 1mw L J -
sheadofachedule . . .. ............. ClD CP f (1: Cl:) o Cl) (? Cl)' cl) ? -
- m w mw -
g - 24. Provided with more spare time. . . . ... ... ? (e} ?, (1: (;_-> o ? ID '_ID (ID -
. 2 [l
1 m w W -
; 25. instructors less criticsl of your work . . . . .. (@] [ o, O [ ] D E) d“' ' (l: (l: -
26. Increased chance of being an “Monor” L 1 L ml > - — . -
g e 2 P S Ple @ p B o 2
SECTION I1I: :
1. Plessw ume the xcales below to describe your SSAN of main (lead) instructor. -
2. Derken the one circle on each scale that best exprasses your feelings. -
27. Inetfective W m Effective 4. Unprepared w m Prepared 41. Consideryte W Inconsiders —
(e} oo O o [ @) (@) (s} [emrs ] (@) e o OO (e [ -
L 1 1 1 ) L 1 S 1 i ) L | 1 1 J
-—
2 xnow'-ag fgnorent 3B. Intelligpgt ¢, Stupid 42, Hinders Helps -—
PR e P b A5
-—
29. Boring w m Interasting J36. Inefficient ., m Efficient 43, Friendly m W Unfriendlh -—
i e S | ] ' 1 - I 1 ' T 9 ] -
-—
30. Dependsblern Undependeble 37. Encoursgns W Discoursges 44. Sup w Hostlle -
: S PR PP PR L P @ P P P
1 -
31. Dworgenized Orgenized 8. Criticizes m Preisss 45 Ridicules m Compliment b
TR BP Pl & @ P pLlg o e
-
2 Unwre w Confident 9. Feir w Unfeir  46. Ve 1 Uncooperative -
1 1 1 1 ) L ML rel | ' n i ] —
-—
2. Convinci w U incing 40. Impati Patient -
(|: il 1 1 J 1 1 J -
-
-
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PO®ODDEO®® 1. Betow are » meries of statementa relsted to both your training snd Usining environment.
2 [9O0EOT®®E®D
a POBH®HOPDOEO®® 2. Plasse darken the one circle on each scale that best expresses your feelinga
DOBO®OOPE®® B
DOO®OODEO®ET
POSODIIOTE. Definitety Definitaty
CoccoorO®® Disagroe Agrse
47. Cartain students are hostite toward Othes class members - - - « . . .+« .. .. ... ... .... o o Ol o
' 1 L 1 J
wm
48. Most students gat Blong wall tOgNtr . . . . L . .ot ittt e e e e L] lwne ] (@ } [vwn] [ ]
[ 1 [ 1 J
. mw
49. Feliow students look outforeschother . . .......... et o O o, O ()
L 1 1 1. J
m w
50. Certsin students sre uncoopenstve . . .. ...... e e (s } [amn ) o, O (ans }
L i | 1 1 J
. m W
$1. Certain students are responsible for petty quarrels and bed feslings among class members. . . . T (e ] O, O —?
L 1 1 1
w
52, There are tensions among some students which intarfere with training sctivities . . . .. .. .. (e (e R e (ame ]
L 1 i 1 d
53 Cartain students ars incapable of working tOQETher . . - . . - - - ..o e ..ot o o bH HL o
L 1 1 i J
S4. Students help each other to lesrn the necessary courss material. . . . ... ............ (@ [ et } (@) eﬂ.]; o
t 1 1 1 . |
mw
55. Soroe students sre not liked or actepted by fellowstudents . . . . . . .. ............. (e } (e} o, O (e
L ] 1 1 —J
m
S6. Students have to take sdvantage of others in order to succesd intrsining . . . . . ... ... .. (@) (&, o (] [ e ]
L .| 1 i )
mw
§7. Students srs given sn equal OpPOrtunity 1o demonstrate their capabilities . . . ... ... . [ ] [ e ] | @ | [ ] [ e ]
L i 1 1 -]
\4
SB. Students sre mubject 10 4trict GHCIPIING - - « .+ + 4 . e n et o Jo o o
L 1 L 1 J
. m_w
50. Student UBiNINg is 100 ClOsely SUPENVIsEA. . . . . it ittt iaa e O O o o
L S | 1 1 o
wm
60. Students are encoursged to speek their minds even if it means dissgresing with the instructors . D [ @ O, O o
L 1 | 1 J
81. Students are encouraged 10 UGSt iMpProvements or solutions to training problems . . . . . . . (e} D d & o
L 1 L =1 -
62. Students 5re encouraged 10 PELICIDeTe in ClasWOOM discUsHONS . . .. .. .. ... ... ..., oD O o (ﬁ? £
L - | 1 1 ]
win
63. Students are given the Opportunity to perticipateinclass . . ... .......... RN O O O o, O
L 1 I 1z - |
64. Student suggestions snd dations are idered with fairness . ... ........ o O C:S ‘b [}
L . | 1 1 -}
65. Students sre s8idom able 0 LB their OWR JUBIMENT . . . o o . oo eeenann e nnnn. .. (e (D": “,’c: o O
L A 1 1 - )
5. Students have n0 sy sbout what happens to them . . . . . .. ... ... e OO Ot o o
L 1 1 1 »)
67. Students have little ch 10 influence the wey the clam is conducted . . . . . N ans BN e | H o O
L 1 [} 1 - |
B8 Students have the freedom 10 ertablith thew own study Schedubes . . - . .. ... .. ... ... o o Ko o
L 1 1 1 J
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In order to identify any areas that could not be expressed readily on a surves. field interviews were
conducted by members of the AFMPC missile assignments team (MPC PALACE Missile). Since these
interviews identified no significant problems for women integrating into Titan Il operations. they were
terminated in March 1979,

After training. when the women had been at their assigned units for a minimum of 6 weeks (although
most had been there much longer). the Missile Launch Career Field Survey (Appendix C) and Missile
Launch Career Field Supervisor Survey (Appendix D) were administered. The former survey was
developed to measure the attitudes of individuals in Titan Il operations concerning (a) expectancies about
the Titan Il job. (b) peer and supervisory relations. (c) equal treatment. facility. and clothing
acceptability. (d) spouse support. (e) physical requirements of the job (including gender specific aspects.
e.g.. pregnancy effects). (f) reasons for entering the missile career field. (g) plans to remain in the missile
career field. (h) plans to remain in the Air Force. (i) job stress. and (j) quality of training for missiles.

The Missile Launch Career Field Supervisor Survey was developed to measure supervisory attitudes
toward (a) the physical ability of the women to do the job. (b} the number of women that supervisors felt
should be on a missile launch or missile maintenance team. (¢} the comparability in quality of training of
women and men. (d) the motivation of women versus men. () the performance under stress of women
versus men. and (f) the overall performance of women versus men in the Titan H career field.

The Missile Launch Career Field Survey was mailed to each woman who had completed training and
to randomly selected male peers of these women. The Missile Launch Career Field Supervisor Survey was
mailed to the supervisors of these personnel at the Air Force bases where the women had been assigned:
McConnell. Little Rock. and Davis-Monthan. All surveys were completed anonymously. Also. at the three
Titan Il bases. performance scores for the unit checkout and evaluation tests were obtained for the women
and the group of men who had been evaluated during the same period of time,

Statistical Procedures

Due to the small sample sizes. the officer and enlisted data were combined for the Technical Training
Student Survey and the Missile Crew Member Survey. both of which were administered during training.
All questions on these surveys were equally applicable for officers and enlisted personnel. On all of the
surveys. differences between responses were evaluated for statistical significance controlling Type I error
(a) per family of comparisons. For items amenable to *“t" testing. the Bonferroni technique was used. The
Bonferroni technique is particularly useful when testing among large numbers of items since the Type 1
(a) error rate is held constant regardless of the number of comgarisons or degree of interdependency
(Miller, 1966). For categorical response items. chi-square tests (x“) were used with the a value for each
comparison equal to .05 divided by the number of comparisons in that family. Overall, these procedures
resulted in a relatively conservative statistical evaluation, unlikely to falsely indicate a difference as being
significant when actually that difference had occurred because of chance variation only.

1. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In-Training Evaluation

To compare male and female student impressions of the training environment. the Technical
Training Student Survey was administered after the completion of the Sheppard AFB missile training and
prior to the final training at Vandenberg AFB. The results of this survey are summarized in Figure 1. and
the item means and standard deviations are presented in Appendix A. The only statistically significant
difference between the male and female responses was on the item describing instructor efficiency (360).
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where the women rated the instructor as less efficient than did the male students. It is interesting that
although none of the other instructor evaluation items revealed statistically significant differences, a non-
significant trend was for women 1o rate the instructor more critically across all evaluations (Figure 2). It
should be noted that all instructors were men since the women students were the first to enter the career
field. Also. since the women were all volunteers from active duty in other career fields. they had some
previous experience in Air Force training programs. but most of the men did not. It is also important to
note that no significant gender differences were found in some areas where a priori consideration
anticipated differences (i.e.. expectancies about training, student relationships. degree of stress
experienced. and satisfaction with training and career choice). With the one noted exception concerning
instructors. male and female impressions of the training environment were quite similar.
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. 3Some of the scales on this figure were reversed so that low ratings would be indicated on the bottom of the figure and better
ratings at the top. Note the survey design. Appendix A.

b

male: e——e
‘femalc: -~
“Significant difference. p < .05,

Figure 2. Technical training student survey-student ratings
of instructor® (Questions 27 —46),

While the previous survey was designed to evaluate technical training in general. the Missile Crew
Member Survey was designed to identify gender differences related to Titan Il training, specifically. and
the personal characteristics important to missile crew functions. The results of the Missile Crew Member
Survey, administered at the conclusion of combat crew training at Vandenberg AFB, are summarized in
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Table 1. No statistically significant differences were found between the responses of the male and female
missile students. Men and women thought the training equally difficult and spent similar hours studying
and in remedial training. They held similar attitudes about being in the missile career fields and judged 1
equally their capabilities to handle the job. including physical strength. crew coordination. attention to |
detail, and ability to react quickly. Also. it is important to note that males and females rated equally their
acceptance by peers and instructors. P
Table 1. Titan 11 Missile Crew Member Survey:
Women vs. Men
. Women Men 1
(n=17) (n = 43)
R ltem Mean sD Mean SD .
: 1. Ageb 2.82 81 2.14 .74 3.00
2. Sex 4
- 3. Rank i
. 4. Previous AFSC {
' < 5. Years service 1.41 .62 1.21 .60 119 i
, 6. Geographic area last assignment
=S 7. Technical Orders 1.82 81 1.77 .68 .23
3 8. Communications 1.76 97 1.81 70 -.19
¥ 9. Launch/checkout 1.88 .99 1.74 T .52
‘ 10. Complex power 2.12 1.17 1.98 86 A5
{ 11. EWO procedures 2.12 86 1.91 89 81
M 12. Readiness monitoring 1.71 1.05 1.33 .68 1.46
! . Normal procedures 1.59 1.00 1.51 80 3o
. Emergency procedures 2.18 1.13 1.95 82 .76
.EWO 1.82 1.07 1.65 .78 .00
. Hours study 2.47 1.01 2.44 1.08 10
. Hours remedial® 1.20 i 1.75 1.02 2.20
. Hours remedial class® 1.56 96 1.88 1.07 1.55
. T.O.s and publications 1.41 94 1.19 39 93
20. 1QT workbook 2.18 1.07 1.86 1.08 1.04
21. MPT study 1.59 1.12 1.47 .88 A0
2. IQT academics 1.29 1.10 1.28 i 53 04
23. Missile procedures trainer 112 93 1.02 34 A3
24. Audiovisual training 1.94 1.20 1.49 .51 1.4
25. Instructor techniques 1.18 1.01 1.40 49 -.86
. Instructor personality 1.24 1.03 1.53 .83 -1.04
27. Several instructors 1.59 1.28 1.72 .80 -39
. Student help 1.82 1.01 2.00 1.oo -.02
. Attitude toward career 2.00 1.39 1.7 9 71
. Attitude toward instructor 2.12 1.05 1.98 3 50
31. Potential 1.94 1.25 1.65 92 87
32. Background 3.35 1.50 3.20 1.24 22
3. Performance 2.42 :

. Attitude toward 1QT
5. Instructor acceptance
. Student acceptance
37. Education opportunity
38. Geographic area

. Career enhancement

. Responsibility
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Table 1. (Continued)

Women Men
(n=17) (n = 43)
Item Mean sD Mean sD -

tl. Comments

12. Physical strength 2.00 .50 1.60 49 2.81
13. Crew coordination 1.71 .29 1.51 Sl 1.23
t1. Technical information 1.76 4t 1.53 .55 1.70
15. Mental aleriness 1.71 09 1.51 Sl 1.08
16. Resourcefulness 1.76 4t 1.58 .59 1.29
47. Attention to detail 1.71 AT 1.60 .54 .78
48. Prudence 1.71 A7 1.67 .52 .29
49. Patience 1.82 53 1.51 Sl 2.06
50. Safety conscious 1.59 5l 1.35 48 1.67
51. T.O. exercises 1.76 .66 1.60 .54 .89
52. Communications 2.00 .61 1.70 67 1.67
53. Launch/checkout 1.59 62 1.70 .67 -.61
54. Complex power 2,12 A9 77 .65 2.26
55. EWO procedures 1.59 .51 1.65 .65 -.38
26. Readiness monitoring 1.53 72 1.30 50 1.18
57. Normal procedures 1.47 12 1.37 58 .51
58. Emergency procedures 1.65 79 1.65 .65 .00
39. EWO phase 1.47 .80 1.58 .70 -.50

Note. For a complete listing of cach item and the corresponding response options. see Appendiv B.
"‘;r R L L A

These items (2. 3. 4. 6. & $1) are not amenable to T-test comparisons.
"For purposes of analyvsis on these items, responses were recorded d = l.a=2b=3 ande =t

Student training test scores were collected from all academic areas (weapons system orientation:
maintenance management. electronics principles, and technical publications: facility systems and missile
systems: launch control and checkouts: communication: integrated systems and malfunction analysis)
and from the Initial Qualification Tests (IQT). including the Emergency War Order test (EWO)
evaluations. Only academic scores were collected at Sheppard AFB (Table 2). At Vandenberg AFB, there
are two phases of training: the academic phase and 1QT the phase. In both the academic phase (Table 3)
and 1QT phase (Table 4). there are academic scores and EWO scores. All EWO evaluations are conducted
in a simulator environment. where the student is tested on the Titan 1l procedures and operations which
would be used during an actual launch. These simulations are high fidelity representations of the
operational environment of a launch crew. All academic scores. and EWO evaluations are scored on a
standard percentage (0 10 100%) scale. The data from these evaluations are summarized in Tables 2
through 1 for officers and Tables 5 and 6 for enlisted personnel. There were no significant differences
found between the male and female students on any of these training measures. It would appear from
these data that the performance of women is equal to that of men in Titan Il training. both academically
and during the “hands-on™ simulator training and testing.
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Table 2. Sheppard AFB Titan Il Technical Training Academic
Scores for Officers: Women vs. Men

Women (n = 12) Men (n = 39)
Academic Area Mean sh Mean SD t ratio®
Weapons System b
. Orientation 96.33 3.28 95.58 474 66
i - Maintenance Management. ]
o Electronics Principles.
N Technical Publications 97.00 2.63 94,64 5.27 2.31
s Facility Systems 92.25 4.61 93.20 5.80 -.62
Missile Systems 96.67 2.90 94.88 376 1.92
: Launct. Control
, and Checkout 87.17 7.83 9%0.95 743 -1.54 )
" Communication 90.58 6.42 91.51 6.65 -.40
3 Integrated Systems
N and Malfunction 1
) Analysis 98.00 2.70 96.10 1.57 1.94
- Overall Average 94.50 3.23 93.04 4.31 -13
4
¥ #Bonferroni T = 282.p = 05.df = 09. 8¢ =8
i All academic scores throughout this report are on a standard zero to 100% scale.
{
FE
s Table 3. Vandenberg AFB Academic Scores for Officers:
: . Women vs. Men
Women (n = 14) Men (n = 58)
Mean sD Mean sh *ratio”
. Academic Average 93.93 1.32 93.93 1.28 0.0
‘ Emergency War Order (EW0O) Test 96.860 3.0l 9500 5.45 1.55

Bonferroni T .
er

W 220.p- 5. df = T0. g ¢ = 2

Table 4. Vandenberg AFB Initial Qualification Test (1QT) Scores
for fficers: Women vs. Men

Women (n = 12) Men (n = 89)

Mean sh Mean SD 1 ratio®
Academic Average XN 2.7 9132 103 39
Emergency War Order (EWO) Test 9717 3.19 96,00 2.02 I.10

FBonferroni T" = 2T p = 05 df = W, @ = 2

(1]




T T .

.
]

Tabie 5. Vandenberg AFB Academic Scores for
Enlisted Personnel: Women vs. Men

Women (n = 17) Men (n = 36)
Mean sh Mean SD 1 ratio®
Academic Average 95.00 5.04 92.14 5.05 1.93

“Bonferroni T it - 200Lp = 05 df - 51 ®¢ = |
-

Table 6. Vandenberg AFB Initial Qualification Test (1QT)
Scores for Enlisted Personnel: Women vs. Men

Women (n = 19) Men (n = 82)
Mean SD Mean SD t ratio®
Academic \verage 9103 535 92.01 1.03 1.52

“Bonferroni T = L9B p = 05 df - 00 @0 < |

Summary of In-Training Resuls

With only one exception (student evaluation of instructor efficiency). no significant differences were
found between men and women training for the Titan 11 career fields. Similar perceptions of the training
environment in general and similar impressions concerning the training of Titan Il specifics, coupled with
equivalent test performance and attitudes about the missile field. all lead to the conclusion that Titan H
training can be accomplished effectively for both men and women with the existing program. While this is
an important finding. the more critical question is whether there is equivalency of performance and
capability in the operational Titan 1l squadrons.

In-Unit E valuations

After training. the female Titan I students were assigned to one of three bases: McConnell. Little
Rock. or Davis-Monthan. Afier these women had been at their assigned unit a sufficient time to upgrade to
alert status. they and randomly selected male co-workers were administered the Missile Launch Career
Field Survey. The purpose of this survey was to assess their impressions of the operational environment.
as well as their training capabilities. plans for the future. and any difficulties experienced in terms of
physical requirements. job-stresses, treatment, and/or acceptance. For most of these women, this survey
was administered after they had been in their assigned unit approximately 5 months, but for a few.
because of time constraints. it was administered after 6 weeks. At the same time, the Missile Launch
Career Field Supervisor Survey wax administered to the women's supervisors to collect male/female
comparisons in similar areas. with specific emphasis on motivation. performance under stress. and overall
performance in the career field.

The results of the Missile Launch Career Field Survey are summarized in Table 7 and in Appendix €.
Only on Item 27 (“How many women do you think can be assigned 10 vour crew and still handle the
physical requirements of the job?™") was there a statistically significant difference between the male »nd
female responses to this survey. The men reported that a mean of 2.4 women could be assigned to the
four-member crew and «till meet the physical requirements of the job. The women responded that a mean
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of 3.4 women could be assigned. An inspection of the response distribution for this item. shown in Table
8. indicates that the majority of women (70%) felt that an all female crew could perform effectively. while
the male response showed less certainty about how many women could be assigned. The largest proportion
of men (39%) indicated that two women was the maximum, but the next largest group (26%) felt that an all
female crew was capable of handling the job. Additional research on the physical requirements of the job
may be warranted if other evidence indicates any problem in this area. [t may be that the male response.
in part. reflects the common stereotype of the woman as the physically weaker of the two sexes.

Table 7. Operational Unit Titan II Missile Launch

Career Field Survey

Brief Description of Items

Women (n = 21)

Men (n = 109)

Mean

Mean

SD

t ratio *

-3

11
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.
. Opinion of women in MCF

S VRN~

. Rank

AFSCP
AFB
Sex

. Previous AFSC
. Source of information

on MCF¢

. Amount of information

provided

. Accuracy of information

provided

. Expected difficulty of

missile training

. Aecuracy of expectations

of training

. Easier or harder than

expected

. Expected difficulty of

operational job

. Accuracy of expectations

of operational job
Operational job easier or
harder than expected
Relationships between
students in training
Instructor-student
relationship in training
Supervisor treatment in
operational wing

Equal treatment for men
and women

Acceptance by peers in MCF
Facilities ratings

Clothing and equipment
rating

Spouse’s opinion of
entering MCF

Spouses’s support of MCF

6.24

2.90
3.00

2.52

1.67
2.10

1.14

1.81

18

1.26

1.18

1.06

96

.01

.89

1.05

.98

.66
.62

.70

4.98

2.4
2.93
2.61
2.50
2.97

2.7

1.27
2.20

1.06

3.36

1.14
.88
.76
97

96

S50
49

1.13

-

1.55

-2.06
- .63
-1.11
- .97
-1.28

1.93

- .05

2.64
- .70

-2.36




Table 7. (Continued)

Women (n = 21) Men (n = 109)
Brief Description of ltems Mean SD Mean SD t ratio *
25. Opinion of non-volunteers
in MCF 119 1.03 3.81 1.02 1.35
26. Duration of duties if
: pregnant 248 1.54 2.42 1.39 14
' - 27. Number of women per crew 1.38 1.16 3.39 1.19 3.57*
s 28. Reason for entering MCF
- 29, Plans to remain in MCF 2.143 1.21 2.71 1.27 - .96
. 30. Source of people for MCF
] 31. How well trained 2.1 .85 2.07 85 35
' 3 32. Pressure of maintaining
4 : job preficiency 3.10 1.18 3.51 1.06 -148
. 33. Job pressure compared to
- ' previous career field
3 N 31, Plans to make USAF a
3 é career prior to MCF 2.1t 1.24 1.81 91 1.20
oy 35. Plans to make USAF a
; : career now in MCF 271 1.42 2.53 1.49 .53
; ¥ 36. Plans to stay in USAF
' (, after MCF training
kL, K commitment 3.05 1.66 2.73 1.60 .82

Note. For a complete listing of each item and the corresponding response options, see Appendix C
Monferroni T g = S12p = 05, df = 127, @ = 22
These items. (210 0. 15 (0 18,2223, 28, 30, & 33). are not amenable to T-Test comparisons. See Table C1. Appendix €.

-~ MCF = Missile Career Field.
3 ‘p < A5
3

Table 8. Women and the Physical Requirements of the Titan 11 Job
(Question 27: "How many women do vou think can be assigned
3 to your crew and still handle the physical requirements

of the job?™)

Tero One Two Three Four Total
Women (f)2 ] ] 2 2 15 2]
)P K] D 10 10 70 100
Men (f) n 15 13 16 28 109
(") 0 14 39 15 26 100
() frequency.
‘} h("n): pereentage.

On all other items. men and women were found 1o be in agreement. sharing similar perceptions.
3 difficulties. and experiences in the operational missile squadron environment. It is interesting to note that
. no gender differences were found regarding co-worker relationships. treatment or acceptance within the
squadron. spouse support or opinion. or career and future plans. Overali. there is much similarity among
the men and women assigned 10 the Titan career field.

The Missile Launch Career Field Supervisor Survey was administered at three levels within the
squadrons: (a) to first-line (direct) supervisors of Titan Il launch crews (n = 30). (b) to squadron




operations officers (n = 6). and (c) to squadron commanders (n = 4). The results of this survey are
} ) summarized in Table 9. ltems | through 4 identify rank. Air Force base. supervisory level. and whether
the respondent supervised both men and women. ltem 5 concerned the number of women that should be
assigned to a four-member launch crew. A statistical test (chi square) revealed no significant trend in the
response to this item. indicating that supervisory opinion on this issue was quite divided. Similarly. on
Item 6. which concerned whether the number of women on a launch crew should be limited. no
statistically significant trend was found. Again. it would appear that supervisory opinion concerning this
issue was divided. However. among those supervisors who advocated on Item 0 limitation on the
assignment of women to launch crews, the majority cited the physical requirements of the job as the
reason. On ltem 7. which concerned the number of women who should be assigned to a missile
maintenance team. the majority of the supervisors (53%) had no opinion. Concerning whether there
should be limits in the assignment of women to maintenance teams (ltem 8). again a statistical test 1
revealed no significant trend. As found previously. among those supervisors who on ltem 8 advocated
limits. the majority cited physical requirements of the job as the constraining factor. These responses
appear to indicate that an appraisal of the physical aspects of these jobs does warrant some attention. If it is
found that these jobs are physically taxing. then better definitions of the strength and stamina
requirements would aid in refining the assignment of both men and women to the missile career fields. On
Item 9, which concerned the training for missile crew duty. a statistically significant trend was found
indicating that supervisors believed that men and women were equally, well trained. On Item 10. which
concerned the comparative motivation of men and women. no significant trend was found. which
indicates that supervisors held varied opinions on this comparison. Similarly. on ltem 11. which compared
the performance of men and women under the stress of missile crew duty. no significant trend was found.
which indicates that opinion was again quite varied. Finally. on lItem 12. which compared the overall
performance of men and women in a missile erew. a statistically significant trend was found. with a
majority of the supervisors rating the male and female overall performance as equal.

Table 9. Missile Launch Career Field Supervisor Survey

-y
-

x~ = 9.86 (not significant. abbreviated as n.«.)

20

Question Responses

1. Rank B 01 02 03 01 05 06
Number 1 | 1 15 1 9 2
Percentage 2.5 2.5 275 35 2.5 2.5 5

2. Location Davis-Monthan McConnell Little Rock
Number 19 10 1
Percentage 175 25 275

3. Supervisory level Direct Supervisor Squadron Operations  Squadron

of Titan I Crew Officer Commanders

Number 30 6 1
Percentage ) 15 1

$. Do you supervise

men and women? Yes No
Number 28 9
Percentage N 243
'
5. How many women should
be assigned to a launch crew? 0 1 3 | 3 No Opinion

Number 8 11 | 1 n
Percentage 20 275 2.5 n 175
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performance under stress
of missile crew duty.

201127 (ns)

Number
Percentage

kqual
17

2.5

Women Better Men Better

12

30

N

- Table 9. (Continued)
) Question Responses
6. Should the number of Yes, Yes,
women on a missile Physical Scheduling Yes.
launch crew be limited” No Yes Requirements Pregnancy Other
Number 13 24 16 2 6
¢ Percentage 35.1 048 43.2 54 16.2
R N
X~ = 3.28 (n.s)
-
T How many women should
2 be assigned to a missile
: maintenance team? 0 1 2 3 4 No Opinion
' Number 5 9 1 1 0 21
Percentage 12.5 225 10 2.5 [} 525
. 2 . .. e L
Note. x~ not calculated because most supervisors indicated no opinion on this item.
8. Should the number of women Yes. Yes,
on a missile maintenance Physical Scheduling Yes.
team be limited?” No Yes Requirements Pregnancy Other
Number 11 28 20 0 8
Percentage 28.2 719 512 o 20.5
>
X- =Tt (ns)
9. How would you evaluate
the training of men and
womten for missile crew duty ? Iqual Women Better Men Better  No Opinion
Number 30 1 2 4
Percentage 5 10 5 10
2 .
X~ = 25.99 (significam)
10. Are men and women equally
motivated for missile crew duty ? lqual Women Better Men Better  No Opinion
Number 22 10 5 3
Percentage 35 25 12,5 75
X2 = 1237 (ns)
. Compare male/female

No Opinion
9
2.5

JE VP
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Table 9. (Concluded)

) Question Respouses
12. Compare overall male/
b female performance on
4 Mmissidy crew. Fjual Women Better Men Better No Opigion
Number 21 3 12 ]
B Percentage 52.5 ) 30 10
b T,
. X = 13.5 Gignificant)
S a 3 L - . ) . . 7 ,
3 S x" values evaluated for significance a = 05 per family of comparisons: i.e.. each individual comparison was evaluated at a /
. number of total comparisons (p < 007),
E 3 } K
3 ' "Calculation of x~ did not include respondents who indicated no opinion.

As a normal part of operational unit procedures. upgrade classes are conducted. and the average
scores from the women and men who took these classes at the same time are presented in Table 10. Tests

K of statistical significance were not conducted on these data because only group. not individual. scores were
g available. However. inspection of these scores leads to the conclusion that the scores from females were
i quite comparable to those from males and that no substantial differentces exist on these in-unit measures
! of operational missile duty.

4
Table 10 Titan Il Evaluation Scores in Assigned Unit
Upgrade Classes: Men vs. Women
Officers Enlisted
Bvaluation
AFB Type Men n Women n Men n Women n
Davis-Monthan ~ EWO? 971 13 04.4 ' NA 13 NA2
SE 1.2¢ 13 3.9 t 3.9 13 33 2
Little Rock EWO 98.1 9 95.3 3 NA 11 NA 0
SE 3.0 9 3.8 3 3.0 11 0 0
McConnell EWO 96.9 23 100.0 1 NA 3 Nyt
SE 3.9 27 .1 3 2.5 23 3.7 t
All Bases Ewo 97.2 15 95.1 8 NA 0 Ny
SE 3.8 19 3.9 11 3.0 7 Jo o
?I‘Inu-rgo-nv_v War Order,
"Slandardizulion Evaluation.
“Maximum Score 5.0,
IV, CONCLLSIONS
Strong similarities were found between men and women regarding their performance. attitude. and
pereeption of the training environment. Only on their rating of instructor efficieney. where men rated
their instructors better than did women. was there any statistically significant difference. It is possible that
the gender difference between instructors and the women might have had some impact here but. in any
case. this did not appear to represent any meaningful problem nor to alter the outcome of training for
women.
2
{
L2l L Ll L . A ik o cudM




In the in-unit data from the operational missile squadrons. one area in which men and women crew
members did differ was the number of women that cach group indicated could be assigned 1o a crew if tha
crew was o be able to handle all the phyvsical requirements of the job. Cappears that o targe number of
men felt that assigniug more than two women to a four-member crew would decrease the capabilitny of that
crew Lo handle the physical requirements. Responses on the supervisor survey indicate that supervisors
also had some coneern about this issue, These results point to a need to examine the physical requirements

of these AFSCs. particularly if the number of women entering these fields inereases <ubstantalls. ]

Probably the most important finding of this study is the small nmmber of differences found between F |
men and women entering the Titan I career fields. Generally. men and women erew members were found
to be quite alike in terms of performance and evidenced similar attitudes about training. capabilities.
acceptance by peers and supervisors. and plans concerning the \ir l7«»r1-~-.l Sapervisors generally rated
men and women equally. but additional research on the physical aspects of the job appears warranted. as
well as continued monitoring of comparative performance. From these preliminary data. it would appear
that women can be introduced into the Titan 11 Missile Launch Career Field and will become sueees<ful
and effective missile crew members, However. due to the small number of women in the career field at
thi< time. these results should be considered tentative until more women have entered the career field and
have been at their duty assignment for a longer period of time.

l(_)uv-linm concereing plans o remain in the \ir Foree brought <ome interesting data to Light concernimg the
Titan I career lield as a whole, These data and a discussion of them are in Appendin B

REFERENCES

Kantor, JLE. Vitola, B & Guinno N, Development and validation of the Air Foree te-hnical training
student survev. AFHRL-TR-TT-227(000 AD-ADE2 907, Brooks AFB. TX: Personnel Research

Division. \ir Foree Human Resources Laboratory. June 1977,
Miller. RGO D Simultancous statistical inference. New York: MeGraw-Hill, 1906, 67-70.
Polit. Do Suttall, RL. & King. b Utilization of women in industrial career fields. A\FHRL-TR-78-18.

AD-A06O 921, Brook< AFB. T\ Perconnel Research Division. \ir Foree Human Resources
I‘Alluu’;llur'\. Mareh 1979,




PRECEDING FAGE BLANK-isOT FILMED

APPENDIX 4: TECHNICAL TRAINING STUDENT SURVEY ITEM MEANS
AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Table A1. Titan I Technical Training Student Survey:
Women vs. Men

Women Men
(n=17) (n = 49)
Item Mean sD Mean sDh ®
< la.  Job security” 3.6 1.30 3.25 98 1.24
RN . b. 444 89 1.00 1.01 1.65
- 2a. Faster promotion 3.13 1.31 3.33 1.06 -.55
. b. +.13 96 1.29 82 - .00
. 3a. Participate in decisions 2.09 1.08 3.25 98 -1.84
b. 3.75 1.18 1.06 .89 - .97
ta. Challenging assignments 3.56 1.32 3.25 1.04 85
b. 1.50 .03 1.10 75 2.09
¥ Ha. Responsibility 3.81 1.33 3.42 1.05 1.07
< b. 113 .89 1.08 il .20
= Oa. Competence t.31 87 1.04 90 1.07
! b. 1.50 89 1.4 | 49
* Ta. Good civilian job 2.88 1.5 2.50 1.27 94
p b. 3.88 1.45 3.77 1.19 27
; Ba. Base of choice 2.63 1.31 2.48 1.25 40
b. 3.75 1.06 3.83 1.08 - .20
Ya. Off-duty privileges 213 1.20 2.58 1.25 -1.29
b. 2.75 1.34 3.10 1.01 -1.78
10a. Freedom in work 3.006 1.24 2.85 1.24 .39
b. 3.31 9 3.33 1.00 - .07
11a. Respect from peers 2.94 1.39 3.27 .98 - .88
b. 3.00 1.00 3.31 1.11 - .84
12a. Attention paid to your ideas 3.25 1.29 3.5¢ 1.05 - .81
b. 3.50 .89 3.°7 .83 -1.07
13a. Educational growth 3.88 1.09 3.95 1.04 42
b. 1.38 72 1.40 4 - .10
11a. Help other students 344 .96 3.98 .89 -1.98
b. 3.69 70 3.83 1.00 - .02
15a. Grades and test performance 1.00 1.03 1.15 .92 -.52
b. 4.13 .90 1.40 Tt -1.03
16a. Receive compliments 3.50 1.15 3.56 97 00
b. 3.13 1.09 3.16 1.13 -1.04
17a. Fewer trivial duties 2.25 1.34 2.54 1.13 -.78
b. 3.00 1.32 3.2 1.33 -1.10
18a. Fewer trivial assignments 2.50 1.21 2.63 1.23 -.20
b. 3.31 1.45 3.48 1.18 - 42
19a. Self-respect +10 1.17 1+.21 1.01 - .00
b. 1.63 72 4.09 35 -.29
20a. Use of abilities 3.88 1.02 3.60 1.07 04 i
b. 1.50 73 425 93 1.10 X
2la. Challenging assignments 3.31 1.25 2.94 1.17 1.04 s
b. 3.75 1.13 3.40 94 03 )




Table AL (Continued)

Women Men
(n=17) (n = 19)
ltem Mean s Mean sh "

22a. special interesis 3.3 1.H9 2.88 1.30 D

b 3.55 1.13 1.08 01 -1.05

23a. Early completion of training 2.506 1.55 1.96 1.22 1.4

h. 3.25 118 313 1.25 20

. . 2ta Spare lime 3.19 1.22 2.98 ].12 K
i b 3.81 [.03 3.00 89 g2
N 25a Less eritical 3.8l .22 3.21 LT .72
® y b 3.03 1.26 3.35 98 81
20a. Honor graduate £25 1.06 3.92 1.29 1.2

i i h 3.00 It 3.81 1.02 =202
] ) 2%, FAfective 20 L.16 3.00 1.18 =201
. N 28. Knowledgeable 2.06 .20 1.76 90 92
: : 20, Interesting 2.35 1.32 313 .01 -2.98
. 300, Dependable 2.1 1.33 1.98 00 1.21

’ 31 Organized 271 .10 3.80 117 -2.96

% 32 Confident 3.2 115 3.08 1.13 216

$ 33, Convineing 224 1.214 1.80 b 117

i,’ 31 Prepared 3.00 .16 1.01 1.19 -2.58

: 3. Tntelligem 2.21 1.15 1.78 .80 1.1
{ 30. Fificient 2.1 1.28 3.81 1.05 SLot*

< 3. Encourages 253 1.33 1.90 87 .60

! 38, Prajses 253 118 3.37 .80 -2.03

39, Fair 221 115 .90 1.04 106

: 3 H, Patient 3.00 1. 10 .02 1.1 -2.560
1. Considerate 24 1.33 1.98 85 121

12. Helpful 2.88 1.30 110 .11 3.23

13. Friendly 2.18 1.29 113 i 202

1 Supportive 2.35 1.27 1.76 ) 1.73

15. Compliment- 2.70 .20 3.5 9 =209

k 6. (:mlpt'rilli\i‘ 218 1.01] 1.81 87 1.21
- 7. Student (S) hostility 112 122 3.35 118 2.07
' 18, S relations 3.82 .19 3.91 1.01 S2013
19, S helpfulness 3047 1.28 37 L.1o 00

X b, S cooperation 3.29 1.19 292 1.35 .88
Sl S quarrels 3.88 141 3.33 .36 1.30

52 N otensions 3.35 1.37 20 1.3 1.58

3. S work together 3.82 112 3.02 1.39 .90

ol S help in course 3.88 1.05 1.00 87 - H

2. S unliked 3.1 l. 16 3.1 1.209 0

a0 S take advantage 2.00 1.37 2.1 27 - g6

57 S equal opportaniny 1.00 .00 3.98 1.05 07

H8. S discipline 250 1.28 2310 1.1 80

H0, S supersision 218 .07 .96 9 0

o0, S opinions 3.35 1.1 3.03 95 -9

ol S suggestions 3.29 1.2 3.91 S -2

62 N participation 1.21 D 1.35 8 - o0

03, S participale oppose 1.35 0 1.37 95 -0

20
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Table Al. (Continued)

Women Men
n=17) {n = 49)
Item Mean SD Mean SD "

64, S recommendations 3.12 1.27 3.03 1.05 -1.45
65. S judgment 2760 1.30 2.41 90 99
66. S helplessness 3.18 1.51 2.51 1.10 1.64
07, S influence 3.18 1.33 2.88 1.25 .19
68. S study schedule 3.29 1.26 3.57 1.17 -.78
0Y. 5 spare time 2.88 1.41 3.41 1.15 -1.36
70. S idea expression 2.00 97 1.88 97 .64
L S independence 2.76 1.20 2.49 1.12 .79
72. Perfection pressure 2.18 1.38 2.10 92 22
73. Military atmosphere 2.35 1.27 1.67 5 2.03
e Squadron duties 256 1.72 1.84 1.25 1.97
. Training accomplished

against personal values 2.06 1.25 1.6 90 .89
T6. Expectations of instruction 2.18 1.19 235 1.18 - .50
T Organization 2.71 1.21 2.08 1.02 1.87
T Training objectives 2.41 1.33 2.22 1.01 22
9. Performance standards 2.00 1.00 218 .93 - .03
80. Course emphasis 3.59 .10 2.84 1.31 1.83
81. Training agreement 3.2 1.32 2.7 1.37 .88
82. S workload 2.4 .80 2.149 1.00 - .32
83. Classwork quantity 256 1.03 237 1.01 1.32
8L Military bearing 2.29 1.05 1.86 1.04 1.42
85. Training hours 221 5 2.39 95 - .65
86, Training requirements 2,71 1.31 2.05 1.07 A7
87, Training equipment adequate 3.00 1.16 294 1.21 A5
48. Training equipment available 2.00 1.20 2.35 1.15 - .85
49. Training equipment time 2.29 1.26 2.39 1.20 -.28
o, Evaluation validity 2.71 1.16 2.86 1.06 - .16
9l. Study guides 271 1.10 212 95 1.57
92, Detail attention 3.59 1.42 2.88 1.27 1.78
93. Course materials 2.65 1.22 212 499 1.57
91, Course material validity 2.53 Lot 210 1.14 1.43
5. Course material difficulty 2.00 1.27 229 1.00 -.83
90, Class progress 2,12 117 1.98 1.3 <2.62
97, Class temperature 2.1 1.00 3.10 1.14 -2.31
8. Sleeping facilities 3.00 1.32 3.90 1.08 S2.47
o), Class lighting 3.71 99 3.76 85 - .18
100, Class chairs 2.59 1.18 3.04 .ug -1.38
101, Seating arrangement 3.35 1.00 3.93 07 -1
102, Class break length 3.12 1.22 3.603 1.05 -1.50
103, Class break number 3.29 1.26 3.88 D -1.77
104 Study facilities 3.00 1.25 321 A7 - .03
105, Class ventilation 271 1.26 3n 89 -2.00
106, Test time 3.7 1.05 3.90 81 - 87
107, Class noise 347 01 3.01 81 - .53
108, Class work space 3.05 93 102 8 -1.43
109, Supplementary materials 3.29 1.10 30 81 -2.01
110, Recreation facilities 3.03 1.18 373 7 - .0l




Table Al. (Concluded)

Women Men
(n=17) (n = 19)
ltem Mean sh Mean sh o
1 ‘ 1l Study time 3.58 91 370 1.20 -7
3 112, Test review 3.35 03 3.81 47 -1.85
3 3 113. Difficult material 2.71 1.05 3.13 1.10 -2.35
b, b 114 Shifts 3.18 1.o7 3.7 1.04 -1.01
. 115. Feel about technical training 3.18 95 347 39 -1.10
N 116. Career field $.00 I.17 3.88 95 37
- 17, Air Force 3.76 1.03 1.21 85 -1.68
3 5 118. Preferred career 353 1.5 2.59 .40 2.21
K 119. Information about career 3.24 l.o4 2.73 1.30 1.13
“ 120. Technical training on career 3.76 1.25 3.53 1.1t 65
: 121. Cross-train 2.65 1.50 3.18 1.36 -1.25
; 1 Note, For a complete listing of each item and the corresponding response options. see Figure 1 in main text.
3 Aonferroni T . = 379 p = 05, dI = 60, 8¢ = 147,
= "Questions I—‘Eg contained two scales. Seale a™ is ~If you perform well.” and seale b is “How important to you.”
*;. p < A5,
¥
!
&

|

H

i

¥

M

3

3

;

(X

Hl

:

F

+

1

J

28 -

)




APPENDIX B: MISSILE CREW MEMBER SURVEY

A BACKGROUND

1. Age

- (a) 17-20 years

(b} 21-2% years

L {¢) 25-28 vears
- {(d) 29 vears or over

o

Sex

o

. (d) Male
¥ (b) Female i

3. Current Grade/Rank

B R .‘A

(a) 0-1 (e} E
(b) 0-2 HE
(¢) 0-3 (g) E-
() o-t (h) E

~a,

f.  Previous DAFSC

2. Years on Active Duty

- (a) 0-1 years
(b) 5-8 vears
(¢) 9-12 years
(d) 13 years or more

0. Geographic region of Last Duty Assignment

(a) North Central (ND/SD/MN/MV/IL/NE/IA/IN/WI)

{(b) North East (ME/VT/NH/MA/CT/NY/PA/WV/VA/OH/MD/DE)
(c) South East (MS/AL/GA/TN/NC/SC/FL)
(d) South Central (KS/M. Y/ AR/OK/TX/LA)
{e) South West (CO/NM/AZ/UT/NV/CA)
{f) North West (WA/OR/ID/MT/WY)

{g) Overseas

29




MISSILE TRAINING

Please circle the number which best indicates the degree of learning difficulty which you experienced in i
each of the following areas of missile training:

1 1 - No difficulty
2 - Slight difficulty
- 3 - Moderate difficulty
_ 4 - Extreme difficulty
oy
ACADIMICS
: j
. 7. Tech Order Fxercises 1 2 3 1
: 4
8. Communications 1 2 3 4 E
+
< Y, Launch and Checkout 1 2 3 t ;
E 10. Complex Power 1 2 3 1
M
! MISSILE PROCEDURES TRAINER (MPT)
<
. 12, Readiness Monitoring 1 2 3 H
' 13. Normal Procedures ] 2 3 %
1
1t Emergency Procedures 1 2 3 3
15. EWO Phase 1 2 3 1
- 16. How many hours of study did vou spend per day outside the classroom? ]
{(a) 0101 hour
(b) 11/2 102 hours
(¢) 21/2 10 3 hours
(d) 3 1/2 hours or more
17. How many total hours of remedial instruction in the MPT did vou receive” £
(@) 1/2 10 1 hour -
(b) 210 3 hours 4
(¢) -t hours or more 4

(d) Didn't receive any remedial training in the MPT

18. How many total hours of remedial classroom training did vou receive?

{a} 1/2t0 1 hour

{(b) 2 to 3 hours

(¢) t hours or more

(d) Didn’t receve any remedial classroom instruction

-
{)
N
)
@
3
£
K
Y
H
¥
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Please rate the utility of the following items to your overall missile training process:

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

20.

(82
~1

28.

1 - Extremely valuable

2 - Moderately valuable

3 - Littde value

1 - No value whatsoever

> - No opinion or not uscd

Technical Orders/Publications

IQT Missile Safety Workbook

MPT Study Guide

IQT Academic Study Guide

Missile Procedure Trainer
Audio-Visual Training Devices
Instructor’s Teaching Techniques
Instructor’s Personality

Exposure to More than One Instructor

Support/Assistance from Other Students

Circle the number which best describes yourself as a missile trainee

Scale: 1 - Extremely good
2 - Good
3 - Above average
1 - Average
5 - Below average

Your attitude toward the missile career field

Your attitude toward missile instruction compared to that of other
students

(87

(8]

(93]

(%3]

(¥

[¥3]




3t Overall potential for becoming a competent missile combat crew

member ! 2 3 ! 5
32. Possess background experience pertinent to missile training perfor-
mance ] 2 3 t D
33. Overall performance as a missile crew member trainee ] 2 3 t 5
KEY Your attitude toward the quality of 1QT instruction ! 2 3 t 5
. ) 35. How did you perceive your acceptance by the instructors 1 2 3 ] 3
-
) 36. How did you perceive your acceptance by other students ] 2 3 1 5
¢ SELF-EVALUATION OF MISSILE CAPABILITIES
. t
i “'; Please indicate the importance of the following factors for you entering the missile career field
" f
f 1 - Very important
( 2 - Somewhat important
L 3 - Unimportant
. 37 Education opportunities 1 2 3
]
, 18. Particular geographic area i 2 3
39. Career enhancement I 2 3
. 10, Increased responsibility 1 2 3
? 1. Other (Specify) 1 23

Please deseribe yourself as a missile trainee in terms of the degree to which you possess these attributes

Scale: 1 - Possess this attribute to fullest degree
2 - Possess to moderate degree
3 - Lack this attribute completely
' 12. Physical strength and endurance | 2 3
3. Crew coordination: quick reaction 1 2 3
+t Ability to absorb technical information ] 2 3

15. Mental alertness




6. Resourcefulness/problem solving ability 1 2 3
Attention to detail: thoroughness 1 2 3
18. Prudent/praticality 1 2 3 3
19, Patience 1 2 3 ]
- 0. Safety Consclousness 1 2 3
. Please indicate the level of skill which you developed in each of the following crew member functions:
]
: Seale: 1 - Excellent skill
2 - Moderate skill
3 - Limited skill 1
t - Noskill
1
< ACADIMICS
' Al Tech Order exercises 1 2 3 1
~ ’
¢ a2 Communications 1 2 3 3
33, Launch and checkout | 2 3 t
K3 Complex power 1 2 3 i
55, ER O procedures | 2 3 ¢
MISSILE PROCKEDURE TRAINER (MPT)
. Readiness monitoring I 2 3 1
a7t Normal procedures ] 2 3 t
a8 Emergeney procedures ] 2 3 '
a4 EW O phase l 2 3 t
;
0. \re there anv problems that appear to be unigue to either sex? If ves, please explain. :




APPENDIX C: MISSILE LAUNCH CAREER FIELD SURVEY

The Air Force Human Resources Laboratory has been tasked by AFMPU to evaluate certain aspects
of Air Force missile career fields. This survey has been developed as a part of this evaluation. Please
answer all questions as honestly as possible since the results of this survey will have an impact upon your
career field. Your suggestions are encouraged. and a “Remakrs™ section is included at the end of the
survey. If you are not currently on a Missile Combat Crew. respond based upon your experiences from h
when you were on one.

1. What is your present rank? ¢ |}y
- a. U-1 g E-2 f
: S b. 0-2 h. E-3
¢, 0-3 i. k-t
: d. 0-1 j- B3
. e 0-5 k. E-6
. : 2. What is vour present AFSC? ’
¥ a. 1821F 4
< b. 1823
N e 1825
¢ d. 316X0F ;
g e. 3HXOE *
4 f. Other— please list
3. Air Force base assigned:
a. Davis-Monthan
b. McConnell
e. Little Rock
d. Other—please list
b Sex 1
a. female
b. male
: 3. What was your AFSCimmediately before entering the missile career field. Indicate none if vou had ne

previous AFSC

a. Please liv

b. None

6. What wax the one souree of information which influenced vou most ta enter the missile career field ?
a. CBPO '
b. \ir Force Times
¢. Bare newspaper or bulletin
d. Recruiter
e. ROTC detachment
f. Another \ir Force member but not from any of the above groups — please list relationship to vou:_ :

g. (ther—please list

7. How much information did this souree provide?
a. A\l necessary information
b. Considerable information
¢, Some information
d. Little information
. Almost no information

4t
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8. How accurate was the information from this source?

a. Extremely aceurate

b. Very accurate

. Partly accurate/partly inaceurate
d. Very inaccurate

e Totally inaceurate

2. How difficult did vou expeet missile training to be?
a. Very difficalt
b. Difficult
e. Neither difficult nor easy

. d. Easy
R e Very vasy
A . - . . . . . .
. 10. How aceurate were your expectations of the missile career field training?
. a. Extremely accurate

b. Very aceurate

e. Partly accurate/partly inaceurate
d. Very inaccurate

P e Toally inaceurate

i

;

M L Was missile career field training easier or harder than vou expected ?
a. Much easier

b. Easier

. Not easier or harder

d. Harder

. _ e. Much harder

12, How difficult did vou expect the operational missile job to he?”
a. Very difficult
b. Difficult
c. Neither difficult nor eass
\ . Fasy

e Very easy

13, How aceurate were sour expectations of an operational wing in the msal - career field compared to the

R

information vou obtained prior to reporting”
a. Extremely aceurate
b. Very accurate
. Partly aceurate/parthy inaccurate
d. Very inaceurate
e Totally inaceurate

1. 1< your operational job easier or harder than vou expected?
a. Much easier
b. Fasier
c. Not easier or harder
d. Harder
e. Much harder
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13, Which statement best summarizes relationships between students in missile training?
a. Some students treated others better on the basis of individual preference.
b. Some students treated same-sex students better.
¢. Some students treated opposite-sex students better.
d. Students treated each other equally.

16. What statement best summarizes instructor-student relationships in missile training”
a. Some students were treated better than others on the basis of individual preference.
b. Some female students were given a harder time than male students,
¢. Some male students were given a harder time than female students,
d. Students were treated equally.

17. Now that you are in an operational missile wing. what statement best summarizes the treatment of vou
and vour peers by your supervisors?

a. Some people are treated better than others on the basis of individual preference,

b. Some men are treated better,

c. Some women are treated benter.

d. Evervone is treated equally by supervisors.

18. Do vou feel that men and women receive equal treatment in your career field?
a. Yes,
b. No. men receive better treatment (Optional: please explain in remarks.).

. No. women receive better treatment (Optional: please explain in remarks.).

19. Have vou been accepted by your peersin vour career field as an equally qualified member of a Missile
Crew Team?”

a. All of the ime

b. Most of the time {Optional: please explain in remarks.)

. Sometimes (()plional: please explain in remarks.)

d. Never {(Optional: please explain in remarks,)

20. Rate the facilities (availability of restrooms. working environment. communication. transportation.
ete.) that the Air Foree provides for you to do vour job.

a. Excellent—everything 1 need

b. Good —most everything | need

e, Adequate

d. Inadequate {(Optional: please explain in remarks.)

e. Unacceptabls (Optional: please explain in remarks.)

21. Rate special clothing/equipment (headgear. weapons belt, uniforms. footwear. ete.) that the \ir Foree
provides for vou to do your job.

a. Excellent—everything 1 need

b. Good —most evervthing | need

¢. Adequate

d. Inadequate (Optional: please explain in remarks.)

e. Unaceeptable (Optional: please explain in remarks.)

22, Was your spouse in favor of your entering the missile carer field or opposed 1o it?
a. Very much in favor
b. In faver
. No opinion
d. Opposed
e. Very much opposed
f. NA—unmarried
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23. Now that you are in an operational wing. is your spouse supportive of your participation in the missile
career field or against it”
a. Very supportive
. h. Somewhat supportive
. Neither supportive nor against it
d. Against it
e. Very much against it
1 f. N\ —unmarried

2L Are vou for or against women heing assigned to the missile career field?
a. Very much in favor
- b. In favor
<. Yo opinion

d. Opposed
e Very much opposed

25, \re vou for or against non-volunteers being assigned 1o the missile career field?
a. Very much in favor
b. In favor
. Vo opinion
d. Opposed
¢. Very much opposed

26. \ssuming there is no medical risk. how long do vou think a co-worker could perform the duties of
vour job if pregnant?

a. Not at all once pregnaney is discovered

b. Through 3 month= of pregnanes

~. Through 6 months of pregnancy

I. Through 8 months of pregnancy

». Through 8 172 months of pregnaney
f. Through the entire term of pregnanes

27. How many women do you think can be assigned 1o vour erew and <l handle the physical require-
ments of the job?

a. 0

b. |

e 2

d. 3
e

28, What wa~ your most important reason for entering the missile career field?
a. The chalienge of the joh
b. To enter the operational Air Foree
¢. To change from my previous career field
d. | have always liked missiles.
e The Air Foree assigned me 1o missiles.

f. Other—please list

29. What are vour plans for remaining in the missile career field ?
a. I plan to stay as long as the Air Foree lets me,
bo 1 plan to stay 2 or 3 tours and then eross-train.
o. I plan to stay only one tour and then eross-train,

A1 plan to get out of missiles as soon as possible,




30. From what souree do vou think the Air Foree should obtain people for vour carcer field?
a. Aceessions (ROTC. OTS. AFA for officers: Basic for enlisted)
b. Active Duty
¢. Some combination of accessions and active duty
d. No opinion
e, Other—please list

] 31. How well trained are vou for vour job?
a. Extremely well trained
h. Well trained
b c. Adequately trained
d. Inadequately trained (Optional: please explain in remarks.
4 Tl e. Poorly trained (Optional: please explain in remarks.)

32, Is the pressure of maintaining job proficiency greater or less than vou expected?
a. Much less
b. Less
c. Neither less nor greater
d. Greater
e. Much greater

33. Is the pressure of vour job greater or less than vour previous career field?
a. Much less
h. Less
c. Neither less nor greater
d. Greater
e. Much greater
f. NA=1 had no previous career field.

31 Did vou intend 10 make the Air Force a career prior to entering the missile career field?
a. Definitely ves
b. Probably ves
e. Unsure
d. Probably no
. Definitely no

35. Do you intend to make the Air Foree a career now that vou are in missiles?
a. Definitely ves
b. Probably ves
c. Unsure
d. Probably no
«. Definitely no

36. How many more years do you plan to stay an the \ir Foree after your current assignment?

a. 0
b, 4
c. 8
d. 12

e. 16 or more
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37, List the three most positive aspects, in order. and three most negative aspects. in order. of vour career

field.

a. Most positive

. Second moest positive

. Third most positive

. Most negative

. Second most negative

f. Third most negative

o

Remarks:




Table C1. Missile Launch Career Field Survey:
Women vs Men

Question Respouse Scale

1. Rank 0-1 0-2 0-3 (-1 0-3

v e m e —

" Women [} ] K] t O T ] | [¢] )]
" N Men 15 18 15 18 2 29 6 T 13 16
SR
k-1 k-2 k-3 k-4 | 5 [0 [
1 ‘ T A . T T S N N VA M V2
. Women 1] ] ¢ ] 1] 1] 8 15 2 { | 2 t ]
, ® Men U] 1] 1 2 10 21 1o 21 8 17 1} 8 3 0O
2, AFSC 1821F 1823 1825 31ONOF SHIXOE Other

Nr “n Nr “u Nr Y \r "o Nr i Nr %

Women 0 0 3 3 5 1 O 5 5 1 1 |
Men 5 t It 11 29 22 21 16 16 12 24 18
2 - . . a
x~ = 297 (not significant. abbreviated n.s)
3. \FB Davis-Monthan McConnell Little Rock
Nr Y Nr i Nr "
W omen I & 3 2 7 5
Men 38 20 27 21 H 34

9 3
x~ = 193wk

13 Sea Nr Y
Women 21 10
Men 100 1
5. AFSC prior to MCF Please List None
Nr ‘o Nr “
Women 13 08 [0 32
Men 30 33 T2 0O

-y
x~ - 923 n)

10

{
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Table C1.

{Continued)

Question

Response Scale

k. 6. Source of information

Bab{‘ \Pwspaper

on Missile Carver CBPO AF Times or Bulletin
Field (MCF)
Nr % Nr % Nr %
Women 3 2 2 2 1 1
Men 10 7 2 2 [} {]
Recruiter ROTC AF Member Other
Nr % Nr % Nr % Nr Y%
Women 3 2 2 2 6 5 4 3
Men 16 12 28 24 13 10 10 31
9
X~ = 707 (ns)
Amount of info provided All Considerable Some Little Almost No
Nr o Nr % Nr % Nr % Ne b
Women 2 10 8 38 1 19 1 19 3 14
Men 2 2 19 17 39 36 21 19 28 26
Accuracy of info Extremely Very Partly Very Totally
provided Accurate Accurate Accurate Inaccurate Inaccurate
Nr " Nr % Nr % Nr % Nr %
Women 3 1t 5 24 10 18 0 0 3 14
Men 1 ] 26 24 60 55 13 12 6 6
Expected difficulty Very Very
of missile training Difficult bifficult Neither Easy Easy
Nr % Nr % Nr % Nr % Nr %
Women N 33 0 29 N 33 0 O \ 3
Men 13 2 13 39 18 44 5 5 0 Q
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Table C). (Continued)

Question Response Scale
10, Accuracy of expectations Extremely Very Panly Very Totally
of training Aceurate Accurate Accurate {naccurate [naccurate
F . \r % Nr \ Nr % AYs Yo \r o
- Women 2 1 : 13 om0 5 21 TR
DI Men 8 N 22 20 58 53 12 ] a9 8
1. Training easier or Much Not Much
‘ harder than expected Fasier Fasier Fasier Harder Harder
. Nr % Nr % Nr % \r " \r i
' Women 1 19 8 38 Toom 2 10 o«
‘Q: Men 13 12 38 35 38 A5 18 17 2 2
.‘ 12 Expected difficulty Very Very
4 of operational job Difficult Difficult Neither Fasy Fasy
: Nr Yy Nr Y Nr o AY3 Yy \r Y
4
f.'- Women 1 5 5 24 11 32 3 1 ] K
: Men 9 8 13 39 52 18 3 3 2 2
13, Accuracy of expectations  Extremely Very Parthy Very Totally
of operational joh Arcurate Accurate Inaccurate Inaceurate Inaceurate
\r "h \r % Nr Yy \r "o \r *
Yomen 1 3 10 209 8 38 ) 19 2 10
Men [0 0 1 13 69 63 17 16 3 3
14, Operational job rasier Much Not Much
or harder than expected Fasier Easier Easier Harder Harder
AT % Nr k] Nr % Ne " AYs i
Women 1 19 5 24 4 13 3 1t 1] 0
Men ] h 18 15 EH] i 12 i 3 1
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Table Cl. (Continued)

Question Response Scale
15 Relationships Individual Same-Ses Opposite-Ses Equal
between students Preferences Better Better Treatment
\r " Nt e \r " \r %
Woomen 11 8 | 1 0 0 49 T
Men N 36 ] 1] 3 2 59 45
» R
X" = 125 (o)
1. Instructor-student Individual Women Given Men Given Equal
relationship in training Preferences Hard Time Hard Time Treatment
\r Yy Nr 3 Nr % Nr %
R omen O 5 2 2 0 0 13 10
Men 21 10 1 1 0 ) 81 62
B}
X~ = 3o tns)
17 Supers or treatment Individual Men Treated Women Treated Equal
in operational wing Preferences Better Better Treatment
\r “ \r Y Nr “ Nr %
R omen 1t 1] 1] 0 [} 1] B 5
Men 56 | %) { 0 15 12 i8 29
3
X" = 233 (ns)
18, Equal treatment for No. men get better No. women get better
men and women Yoo treatment treatment
\r " Nr “ A\ %
Yomen 17 13 2 2 ] 1
Men (] " 2 2 10 30
-y
o= 0 ns)
19 Aeceptance by peers All of Most of
in MO the time the time Senmetimes Never
\r Y Nr S Nr “ Nr %
R omen 9 [ X3 10 [H] 2 10 0 ]
Men 41 Ko 23 21 3 3 0 0
oy - P N 2 =




Table C1. (Continued)

Question Response Scale
y 20, Facilities ratings Excellent Good \dequate Inadequate [ nacceptahle
B Nr " Nr Yo Nr Y Nr O Nr Y
B Women 3 14 13 62 > 2t 0 0 (1} ]
Men + ) 79 T2 20 24 1] 1} 0 0
24, Clothing and Fxeellent Good Adequate Inadequate Unaceeptable
equipment ratings
N r ub Nr %o A} r “ \r %o N r %
Women 3 14 10 18 8 38 0 0 0 0
Men 15 14 73 67 21 19 0 0 1] 0
22. Spouse’s opinion of Very much In No Vers much
entering MCF in favor favor opinion Opposed opposed NA
Nr %N AT % Nr % "{r i \r i Neo
Women 2 1 2 I I | 1 ] 0 1] 15 y
Men 3 2 17 13 38 29 5 1 6 5 w31
9 ~
X" = 970 {us)
23. Spouse’s support Very Against Vers much
of MCF Supportive Supportive \either it Against it AR
Nr % Nr " Nr Yo \r % Nr “ N M
Women 3 2 2 1 (1 0 2 ] 1 0 It
Men 24 18 o 12 18 1t 9 T 2 9 300023
" .
x° = 10.78 (n.s.)
21 Opinion of women Very much No Vers much
in MCF in favor In Favor Opinion Opposed Opposed
Nr Yu \r " N\r " \r “n \r “
Women 13 02 13 19 1 5 1 5 2 10
Men 20 18 38 35 30 28 15 14 [0 (-
vy e e
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Table Cl1. (Continued)

Question

Response Scale

(83
-l

26.

X

20,

Opinion of non- Very much No Very much
volunteers in MCF in favor In Favor Opinion Opposed Oppused
Nr % Nr % Nr % Nr % \r %
Women 1 0 3 14 7 33 10 18
Men 0 0 15 14 24 22 37 34 33 30
Duration of duties Not at t.atire
if pregnant all 3 months 6 months 8 months 8 1/2 months Term
Nr Y% Nr % Nr B Nr % Nr % hY S
Women o 29 8 38 2 1t 3 14 1} 1] 2 10
Men 32 29 32 24 29 27 N O 2 2 [} 5
Number of women 0 1 2 3 1
per crew
\r i Nr “ Nr Y Nr % Nr %
Romen | 5 ] > 2 10 2 10 15 Nl
Men h [ 15 14 13 39 16 15 28 26
Reason for entering Enter Change Like USAF
MCF Jub Operational Career Missile Arsigned
Challenge USAF Fields Field AFSC (hther
\r % \r Y \r % Nr Y% Nr % AY Y
Women t 3 5 R 5 1 1 1 2 ] 1 3
Men 1 8 27 21 t 3 3 2 1l 32 23 18
-y
= = TR s
Plans< to remain ¥ long 2.3 One et out
in MCF as possible tours tour ASAP
\r %o \r "o \r
Women 6 29 {3 29
Men 28 26 2 i
i
3 N PR el ot
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Table Cl. (Continued)

Question

Response Scale

tai

d

number ob 1otal comparisons (g <

x " values evaluated for sgroibcanee o

HH i)

30, Source of people Active Combination No
for MCF Aceessions Duty ol Fach Opinion (ther
Nr o \r “u Nr o Nr . \r
W omen 1 ] 3 2 1 H ! i 2 1
Men 5 ) 12 9 vy 53 It 12 N 5
2
X~ = 0.68 (n.s)
31 How well tramned Extremely
Well Rell \dequately tnadequateh Paarhs
\r Y Nr i Nr R Nr " Nr i
Women 5 21 9 1 O 29 | 5 " 0
Men 28 26 o N 25 23 1 1} ! 1
32, Pressure of maintaining Much Muach
job proficiency Less [T Nerther Greater Greater
Nr " \r ! Nr “ \r " Nr
Women 3 1t 2 1 " R O 20 2 o
Men 5 3 il Lo 3T 11 35 32 21 14
33. Job pressure compared Much Much
Lo previous career Loss lLeas Neather Creater Greater NA
AYS “, AY \ Ny | Nr i Nr \r
R omen " X 3 1 3 24 N 1 | 5 0 n
Men h2 it 31 2R ') 1 5 3 0 0 0 n
B
X~ = L3I {ns)
3 Plans to make W lore Detintels Probably Vrobably Prefinsels
a career prior Yoo Yoo [ neure \o o
MO JE U R, — U
\r " \r "o Nr ' AY3 " Nr '
Women 5 2t O 29 $ R | v 3 R}
Men 1 3T I8 17 Rt} 17 15 14 17 1
[ Plans to mahe \ir Foree Drefinsteds Probahhy Probabhy Detinitely
a career now in MCF Yoo Yoo L nsure No No
Nr " N M AYS " \r \r
Women B [ | D 2 1 0 20 N 2
Men 45 2 24 21 1 [ t 10 20 21

05 per Ll ot comparsons, ve o cach indimidual companson was esaluated a1 a




APPENDIX D: MISSILE LAUNCH CAREER FIELD SUPERVISOR SURVEY

I. What i~ vour present rank? ]
a. k=1
h. F=5
c. E=0
d. k=7
e. k=8
. f. E=9
- g b—1
h. 02
_ =3
= jou—t
k. 0=0
l. =0
2. \ir Foree base assigned:
. a. Davis-Monthan
b. MeConnell
‘ c. Lattle Rock
N 3. What level supervisor are you?
;' a. Direct supervisor of a Titan 11 launch crew
] h. Direct supervisor of a Titan [l maintenance team
: ¢. Squadron Operations Officer

d. Squadron Commander
e None of the above. (Specify: )

L Do vou supervise men and women in Titan Il operations?
d. Yes
h. \(l

3. How many women should be assigned to a missile launch crew?
a. None
h. One
. ’l‘“')

d. Three

e. Four
. No opinion

6. Why ~hould the number of wonten on a missile launch crew be limited ”

a. There should be no limitations.

b. Because of the physical requirements of the job
e. To avoid scheduling problems due to pregnancies
d. Other (Please speeify:

Mx e I . e o




7. How many women should be assigned to a missile maintenance team?

a. None

b. One

. T“(l

d. ’”lrw'

e. Four

f. Mo opinion

8. Why should the number of women on missile maintenance teams be limited
a. There should be no limitations,
b. Because of the physical requirements of the job
c. To avoid scheduling problems due 10 pregnaneies

d. Other (Please specify:
9. How would vou evaluate the training of men and women for missile crew duty?

a. Men and women are equally well trained.

b. Women seem better trained than men,

c. Men seem better trained than women.

d. None of the above. (Please place vour remarks in the comments <ection.)

10, Are men and women equally motivated for missile crew duty

a. Men and women are equally motivated.
b. Women seem more motivated than men.
c. Men seem more motivated than women.
d. Nane of the above, (Please place your remarks in the comments section.)

. Observations of individual performance under stress of missile crew duty reveals:
11 Ol 1 f individual f der st f I futy |

a. Stress decreases the performance of men and women equally.

b. Stress decreases the performanee of women maore than the performance of mea.
¢. Stress decreases the performance of men more than the performance of women.
d. None of the above. (Please place your remarks in the comments seetion.)

12, Comparison of male and female overall performance on a missile crew indicates:
a. Males” and females” overall performance i~ equal,
bh. Women seem to perform better than men.
o. Men seem to perform better than women,

d. None of the above. (Please place your remarks in the comments section.

COMMENTS:




{PPENDIX E: SUPPLEMENTARY TITAN Il CAREER INTENT DATA

The Tables E1 and E2 are taken from the Missile Launch Career Field Survey and appear to show a
siiftin carcer plans of Air Foree members after entering the Titan [l career field. It is interesting to note
that all but one of the Junior Officers {Second Lieutenant. First Lieutenant. and Captain) indicated that
before entering the Titan 11 career field they were either unsure or were intending to make the Air Force a
career (see Table K1) However. Table E2 shows that after entering the Titan 11 career field. 29% say that
they no longer intend o mahe the Air Foree a career.,

The enlisted personnel show a similar shift with only 13"% reporting that before entering the Titan 11
carcer freld they did not intent to make the Nir Fo. e a career. However. after entering the Titan 11 career
field. t4" responded that they no longer were planning to make the Air Foree a career.

These data along with the numerous written comments that were received with the survey may
indicate ~some problems in job satisfaction in the Titan H career field. This stucy was not planned or
directed toward the measurement of job satisfaction. however. and Tables E1 and E2 are merely included
as possible beneficial supplementary data.

Table E1. Air Force Career Plans Prior to kntering the
Titan 1l Career Field

Question 3 7 Did vou intend to make the Air Foree a career prior to entering the missile career field?”

Militars Definitels Probably Probably Definitels
Ranh Yeu Yo I nsure No No Total
Second (4 3 1 0 0 0 15
Lieutenant ("«.)l' 33 27 10 0 0
First () 8 8 1 0 1 18
Licutenant (") L H O 0 6
Captain () 21 v 2 0 0 30
(") T0 23 n 0 ]
Major () 5 2 0 0 0 B
") Tl 29 1} 0 0
Lieutenant () 10 | 2 0 0 13
Colonel ("0} T T 15 0 L
\irman tf) 0 0 1 { (} |
) 1] () 100 (1] ()]
\irman tf) 2 2 | R 0 10
Firet Clas~ (Y} 20 20 0 20 0
Nergeant (i) 2 > N f 0 18
(") 11 28 349 22 0
Statf i) | O 2 | 0 10
Sergeant (] 10 [ 20 10 0
Techmeal (j 1 0 | 1] 0 5
Sergeant () Ho () 0 1] 0
Master ) 1 0 0 0 0 1
Sergeant (") 106 t 0 ( 0
L Trequenos
K jrore rntage
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Table E2. Air Force Career Plans After Fntering the
Titan H Career Field

Question 35- Do vou intend to make the Air Foree a career now that vou are in missiles?”

Militar: Definitely Probably Probabls Definitels

Rank Yes Yeo 1 nsure No No Total

Second (f)? 3 3 5 2 2 15
Lieutenant ("‘")h 20 20 33 13 13

First (f) > } 3 0 6 18
Lieutenant (") 28 22 17 0 33

Captain f) 12 T 3 0 2 30
(") 10 23 1o 20 T

Major (f 0 0 [ 0 0 T
(%) 80 0 I'§ 0 0

Lieutenant (f) 13 0 M 0 1) 13
Colonel (") 100 " 0 o 1)

Airman (f) 0 " | 0 0 I
(") 0 0 100 0 0

Airman (f) ’ L 2 3 2 3 10
First Class (%) 0 260 30 20 30

Sergeant n 1 2 3 0 O 18
(%) O 11 17 33 33

Staff {f) | 5 2 2 0 10
Sergeant (%) 10 50 20 20 0

Technical (f) 3 ] 0 0 ] 3
Sergeant {%) 6t o0 0 M 20

Master (f) 2 0 l } 0 1
Sergeant (%) a0 0 25 25 0

D Arequeney.
") percentage.
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